REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

As requested, a copy of the UK search report is submitted. 

The objections to pages 8 and 9 of the specification are noted. Those incorrect uses of 
reference numbers have been corrected. In addition, standard section headings have been added 
to the specification. 

It is next noted that claim 8 was objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but that it would be allowable. Claim 1 has been amended to include therein all of claim 8 
which was the claim found allowable. 

Although claim 8 had additionally been dependent upon claim 2, the elements of claim 2 
are not included in the amended claim 1 because they recite an additional feature which is not 
needed to distinguish now amended claim 1 from the prior art, in view of the indication of 
allowability of original claim 8. Claim 2 remains as a dependent claim. 

In addition, claim 7 on which claim 8 had been dependent remains. Claim 1 includes the 
claim 7 elements also, except it recites the blade is secured at an end, which includes one or more 
ends. 

Claims 1, 2 and 7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102. Claims 1 and 2 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102 over Taormina. Claims 1 and 2 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
Claims 3 and 4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Claims 3-6 and 9-12 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103. The rejections were rejected over the patents to Maskulka and Taormina. 

Reconsideration of all these rejections is requested in view of the amendment of claim 1 
to include therein the elements of allowable claim 8. Since claim 1 now is effectively claim 8 
(minus claim 2 and part of claim 7), because it is submitted that the element of claim 8 makes 
amended claim 1 allowable, with the allowance of amended claim 1, the rejection of all of the 
claims other than claim 8 has been rendered moot and the claims should be allowed. 
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